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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to an RCE filed by the Applicant entered on 
January 8, 2007. 

2. The Office Actions of May 5, 2006 and October 6, 2006 are incorporated into this 
Non-Final Office Action by reference. 

Status of Claims 

3. Claims 1, 17 and 24 have been amended. Claims 6-8, 22-23 and 29-30 have 
been cancelled. Claims 1-5, 9-21 and 24-28 are pending on this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. In light of the amendments made to the claims, the rejection under 35 USC 102 
has been withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5, 9-21 and 24-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Abrari et al in view of Serrano-Morales et al (US Patent #7,020,869, 



referred to as Abrari; US Patent #6,965,889, referred to as Serrano). 
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Claims 1,17 and 24 

Abrari teaches a method, a system and a computer readable media for authoring 
and executing an individualized language business rule (Abrari: abstract, C1, 19-32), 
comprising: creating at least one individualized language resource, said at least one 
individualized language resource being mapped onto at least one executable object 
(Abrari: C4, L51-67, C5, L1-11; C7, L25-47; C12, L50-53; Figs. 3, 6 and 17; defining a 
name for an entity is creating an individualized language resource as interpreted from 
paragraphs 9, 60 and 61 of the Application's specification. It is inherent that any 
variable or statement created to produce a function in a computer will be mapped into 
an executable object that the computer can interpret upon compilation); creating at least 
one individualized language rule referencing at least one of said individualized language 
resource (Abrari: C4, L63-67, C5, L1-11; C7, L63-67; C8, L1-6; C12, L50-53; Figs. 3, 6 
and 17; developing business rules using the vocabulary); organizing said at least one 
individualized language resource and said at least one individualized language rule into 
at least one individualized language rule set (Abrari: C4, L51 to C5, L1 1 ; Fig. 1); and 
transforming said at least one individualized language rule into computer executable 
format (Abrari: C2, L23-65; C4, L34-67; C5, L1-42; C6, L19-38; in a computer system, 
all data must be transformed to computer executable format so that the computer can 
operate upon it). 

Abrari does not teach creating at least one individualized rule template; and 
creating at least one individualized rule from said at least one individualized rule 
template. 
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Serrano teaches creating at least one individualized rule template (Serrano: 
abstract, L1-11, C3, L26-49); and creating at least one individualized rule from said at 
least one individualized rule template (Serrano: C4, L21-31). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Abrari by creating at least one 
individualized rule template; and creating at least one individualized rule from said at 
least one individualized rule template as taught by Serrano for the purpose of making it 
easier for a user to provide the appropriate data needed to create a rule. 

Abrari does not teach scoping authored templates and rules based upon rule set 
input and output groups chosen by a user. 

Serrano teaches scoping authored templates and rules based upon rule set input 
and output groups chosen by a user (Serrano: C2, L15-28; C3 to C4, L1-12; C6, L56 to 
C7, L51; C10 and 11, claims 1 and 11; the user edits the rule elements. By doing so, 
the user is constraining (scoping) the values that the rule elements of the template may 
contain). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Abrari by scoping authored templates 
and rules based upon rule set input and output groups chosen by a user as taught by 
Serrano for the purpose of setting constraints on the rules that will be created. 
Claims 2, 18 and 25 

Abrari teaches preventing a syntactically incorrect individualized language 
statement from being authored (Abrari: C10, L49-67; by checking and correcting the 
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completeness (syntax) of a rule, syntactically incorrect rules will not be created). 
Claims 3, 19 and 26 

Abrari teaches deploying said at least one transformed executable to a runtime 
environment and executing said at least one transformed individualized language rule 
(Abrari: C2, L23-65; C4, L34-39; the deployment platform used by the invention is a 
runtime environment). 
Claims 4, 20 and 27 

Abrari teaches executing at least one non-individualized language rule (Abrari: 
C4, L51-62; C6, L39-51; Figs. 1 and 2; integrating rules with diverse application 
components (runtime environments) is executing a non-individualized language rule as 
understood from paragraph 55 of the Application's specifications). 
Claims 5, 21 and 28 

Abrari teaches coordinating and cooperating by a runtime engine with other rules 
engines in a runtime environment (Abrari: C6, L20-51; Fig. 2; interacting with various 
business components). 
Claim 9 

Abrari teaches transforming said at least one of an individualized language 
resource, an individualized language rule, an individualized rule template, and 
individualized language rule set into a standardized format (Abrari: C6, L19-51; Fig. 2). 
Claim 10 

Abrari teaches at least one individualized language rule set influences at least 
one of application behavior and application state (Abrari: C8, L7-11; C20, L63-67, C21, 



Application/Control Number: 10/725,352 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2129 

L1-20; Fig. 6; executing an action when a condition is met influences an application's 
behavior and state). 
Claim 11 

Abrari teaches directly or indirectly linking an application to an execution of at 
least one individualized language rule set (Abrari: abstract; C8, L7-44; C20, L63-67, 
C21, L1-20; Fig. 6). 
Claim 12 

Abrari does not teach creating a type-safe linkage between an application and 
said at least one individualized language rule set. 

Serrano teaches creating a type-safe linkage between an application and said at 
least one individualized language rule set (Serrano: C2, L15-28, C3, L35-67; Fig. 1A; 
the rule elements define the rule structure and the application applying the rule must 
use (are linked) these rule elements). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Abrari by creating a type-safe linkage 
between an application and said at least one individualized language rule set as taught 
by Serrano for the purpose of providing the application with the correct data to apply a 
given rule. 
Claim 13 

Abrari teaches deploying said type-safe linkage in a runtime environment 
(Abrari: C4, L34-39; C10, L17-67; a computer system performs its operations in a 
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runtime environment). 
Claim 14 

Abrari teaches finding, updating and deleting an item contained withinsaid 
standardized format (Abrari: C6, L52-63; to modify (update or delete) a rule it must be 
found). 
Claim 15 

Abrari does not teach employing said type-safe linkage to select said at least one 
individualized rule set based on externalized criteria. 

Serrano teaches employing said type-safe linkage to select said at least one 
individualized rule set based on externalized criteria (Serrano: C2, L15-28; C3, L55-67; 
C4, L5-12; selecting the rules based on the inputs given by the user). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Abrari by employing said type-safe 
linkage to select said at least one individualized rule set based on externalized criteria 
as taught by Serrano for the purpose of allowing the system to determine which rule can 
operate on a given input data. 
Claim 16 

Abrari does not teach transforming said type-safe linkage into a standardized 
format. 

Serrano teaches transforming said type-safe linkage into a standardized format 
(Serrano: C4, L43-63). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Abrari by transforming said type-safe 
linkage into a standardized format as taught by Serrano for the purpose of making the 
data types used by the rules compatible with different applications. 

Response to Applicant's arguments 

In reference to Applicant's arguments on page 7: 

The Examiner's attention is respectfully directed to the fact that Abrari fails to 
teach, show or suggest the novel invention of creating at least one individualized 
language resource (i.e., individualized vocabulary term) by scoping rules and rule 
templates in accordance with user input or selections, as positively claimed in the 
Applicants' amended independent claims 1,17 and 24. 

Examiner's response: 

The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. The 
Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 

As stated in the rejection of claims 1,17 and 24 above, defining a name for an 
entity is creating an individualized language resource as interpreted from paragraphs 9, 
60 and 61 of the Application's specification. Moreover, business rules are developed 
using these language resources, or vocabulary terms. 

Serrano teaches the scoping of rules and rule templates in accordance with user 
inputs or selections. The user can edit the rule elements of the templates. The user 
can select the values that the rule elements of the template may contain, therefore 
constraining or scoping the rule elements of the templates. 
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In reference to Applicant's arguments on pages 10-11: 

As discussed above, Abrari does not teach, show or suggest creating at least 
one individualized language resource (i.e., individualized vocabulary term) by scoping 
rules and rule templates in accordance with user input or selections , as claimed by the 
Applicants in independent claim 1. Serrano-Morales does not bridge this gap in the 
teachings of Abrari. Specifically, Serrano-Morales also does not teach, show or suggest 
scoping rules and rule templates in accordance with user input or selections . The 
portions of Serrano-Morales that the Examiner cites to teach this limitation, by contrast, 
teach defining, by a rule element provider , rule elements (e.g., operators, variables, 
constants, conditions, actions) that may or may not be chosen by a user (See, e.g., 
Serrano Morales, column 3, lines 50-52: " Rule element providers define a set of choices 
that a user may choose for a particular editable rule element defined by a template", 
emphasis added). This is not the same as scoping a vocabulary for authoring a rule. 
Moreover, the limitations as to which rule elements may or may not be chosen are not 
dictated by the user or the user's choices, but are rather dictated to the user . As such, 
the Applicants submit that claim 1 is not made obvious by the teachings of Abrari in 
view of Serrano-Morales. Therefore, the Applicants submit claim 1 fully satisfies the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. §1 03 and is patentable thereunder. 



Examiner's response: 

The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. The 
Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 

The rule elements provider of Serrano provides the editable rule elements of the 
template to the user. The user is then able to set values for the different rule elements 
in the template, therefore setting constraints (or scope) on the template (Serrano: C2, 
L15-28; C3 to C4, L1-12; C6, L56 to C7, L51; C10 and 11, claims 1 and 11). It is the 
user's selections (inputs) on the rule elements that scope the rules. 



Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Haley US Patent Application Publication #2004/0030421 



Zhang et al US Patent #7,1 14,146 



Claims 1-5, 9-21 and 24-28 are rejected. 
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8. Any inquires concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Omar F. Fernandez Rivas, who may be reached 
Monday through Friday, between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. EST. or via telephone at 
(571) 272-2589 or email omar.fernandezrivas@uspto.gov. 

If you need to send an Official facsimile transmission, please send it to (571) 273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful the Examiner's Supervisor, 
David Vincent, may be reached at (571) 272-3080. 

Hand-delivered responses should be delivered to the Receptionist @ (Customer 
Service Window Randolph Building 401 Dulany Street Alexandria, VA 22313), located 
on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building. 
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